| INTRODUCTION
Interest in the theory of bureaucratic reputation has increased in the last decade with a body of consistent and robust findings showing strategic behaviors of public agencies to enhance their reputations while protecting themselves from reputational threats (Carpenter, 2010; Gilad, Maor, & Bloom, 2013; Moynihan, 2012) . Bureaucratic reputation has been defined as a set of beliefs on the part of various audiences about an agency's unique capacities, roles, and obligations (Carpenter, 2010) . Reputation provides a valuable resource for public organizations because of its connections to an organization's power, autonomy, and legitimacy (Carpenter, 2001 (Carpenter, , 2010 Maor, 2007) . Despite growing interest in the concept and its theoretical importance, little attention has been given to measuring bureaucratic reputation systematically. Previous research on bureaucratic reputation has relied on mostly qualitative approaches including case studies, archival data, interviews, and content analysis of media coverage (Carpenter, 2001; Maor, 2016) . These methodological approaches are important and insightful, especially for studying reputation at macrolevels. However, research on bureaucratic reputation could also benefit from standardized measurement at microlevels, focusing on individual citizens and other audiences. Thus, this article reports on the development of a short 5-item scale and a longer 10-item scale that measure bureaucratic reputation and that can be used for various types of agencies and audiences, including citizens.
| BACKGROUND

| The concept of bureaucratic reputation
Reputation is a broad concept that appears in organizational theory in economics, sociology, and business, with varying definitions (Chun, 2005; Fombrun, Gardberg, & Sever, 2000; Schwaiger, 2004) . For example, in the business world, Fombrun et al. (2000, p. 242) has defined reputation as "a collective construct that describes the aggregate perceptions of multiple stakeholders about a company's performance." We ground our work, however, on Carpenter's (2010) definition, which focuses on the reputation of public organizations; he defines bureaucratic reputation as "a set of symbolic beliefs about the unique or separable capacities, roles, and obligations of an organization, where these beliefs are embedded in audience networks" (Carpenter, 2010, p. 45) . This definition of reputation emphasizes, "the evaluation of the organization's unique character and activities by multiple audiences" (Maor, 2016, p. 82) . While highlighting the collective judgment of multiple audiences, bureaucratic reputation does not focus solely on performance, as in much of the business and economics literature, but also other dimensions that are especially important in a democratic society (such as morality and procedural justice), as discussed shortly. Thus, in Carpenter's formulation, bureaucratic reputation possesses both multiplicity and subjectivity, meaning that it is related to multiple attributes of an organization and to various audiences.
Specifically, bureacratic reputation as conceptualized by Carpenter (2010) includes the content domains of performance, morality, procedure, and technical competence, which together form a public organization's overall reputation. Performance reputation refers to how audiences evaluate the organization's "quality of decision making," "capacity for effectively achieving its ends," or "announced objectives" (Carpenter, 2010, p. 46) . Carpenter (2001) suggests that this content domain is the most fundamental aspect of bureaucratic reputation. Performance reputation can also refer to the audience's perception of an agency's "vigor and aggressiveness" when pursuing goals. Performance reputation operates by "inviting compliance, inducing decision that renders the agency's work easier or less controversial or deterring challenges to the organization's power" (Carpenter, 2010, p. 46) . Busuioc and Lodge (2016) point out that performance reputation is enhanced by achieving popular policy outputs and outcomes.
Moral reputation deals with the values and ethics of an organization as recognized by key audiences. From a legal or constitutional perspective, scholars have argued that public administration has special moral obligations (Hart, 1984; Rohr, 1988) . Morality and ethics are essential normative components of how public officials should conduct themselves, including the ethical behavior of honesty, conformity to law, and treating individuals and groups fairly based on an understanding of regime values (Hart, 1984; Willbern, 1984) . Also, Rohr (1988) argues that a public administrator's primary moral obligation is to protect the founding values of the democracy. Thus, moral reputation reflects an organization's ethical behavior, including its honesty, integrity, and conformity to law and social norms.
Procedural reputation refers to the "justness of the processes" of the organization and its norms of deliberation, procedure, or decision making (Carpenter, 2010, p. 47) . In a complex society where diverse interests conflict, audiences often judge an agency based on the fairness of the processes it employs to reach decisions, even if the outcomes do not satisfy everyone (Van Ryzin, 2011; Willbern, 1984) . Following Busuioc and Lodge (2016) , procedural reputation is about following the "right" rules in a given situation. Thus, procedural reputation concerns whether the processes the public agencies conduct are fair and reliable. While procedural reputation and moral reputation clearly overlap, Carpenter (2010, p. 47) suggests they are different to the extent that an organization "may have defensible aims and ethically appropriate strategies for meeting them, but may not have followed commonly recognized norms of deliberation, procedure, or decision making." Thus, an agency may have moral ends, but procedurally deficient means; alternatively, an agency can have just means (fair procedures), but perhaps morally questionable ends.
Technical reputation concerns an organization's scientific authority, methodological sophistication, and analytical capacity (Carpenter, 2010, p. 47) . As Carpenter (2010) details in his monumental history of the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the FDA's reputation rested to a large extent on the agency's scientific and technical authority in matters of drug testing and in establishing evidence-based standards for safety and efficacy. Specialization and technical knowledge are also core professional values of bureaucrats (Friedrich, 1940; Perry, 1997) . Busuioc and Lodge (2016) also point out that technical reputation relates closely to an agency's subject expertise, such as the FDA's expertise in drug testing. In this way, technical reputation emphasizes a particular body of knowledge, skills, and experience when public agencies address technical issues over which they have jurisdiction.
In addition to the specific content domains of bureaucratic reputation discussed above, general attitudes and feeling that various audiences have toward an organization also play a role (Fombrun et al., 2000) . The division of emotional and rational aspects of reputation is well established in the business literature, with the emotional aspect often linked to an overall evaluation of reputation (Fombrun et al., 2000; Schwaiger, 2004) . For example, people often possess a general disposition toward an organization based on a "personal appreciation of how a company is and what it does" or affective judgment (Schwaiger, 2004, p. 56) . Thus, in our conceptualization, we also include a general reputation domain that reflects people's overall feelings or attitudes toward an agency.
| The measurement of reputation
Previous efforts to quantify reputation have focused mostly on business organizations and corporate reputation. Indeed, business magazines and media firms regularly conduct various surveys to measure corporate reputations, including Fortune, Manager Magazine, Management Today, Asian Business, Far Eastern Economic Review, Financial Times, and Industry Week (Fombrun et al., 2000) . Additionally, business researchers have developed various standardized scales, including the reputation quotient model, the customer-based corporate reputation model, the resource-based view model, and the personification metaphor model (Boyd, Bergh, & Ketchen, 2010; Davies, Chun, da Silva, & Roper, 2001; Fombrun et al., 2000; Walsh & Beatty, 2007) . Of course, with the rise of online commerce, the reputations of businesses are also measured by various consumer ratings from websites such as Google, Amazon, Yelp, and others. Interest in measuring organizational reputation has also been growing in nonprofit management research. For example, Bennett and Gabriel (2003) developed a measure of the reputation of U.K. charities by factoring semantic differences describing the characteristics of organizations. Also, Sarstedt and Schloderer (2010) developed a measurement of the reputation of nonprofit organizations using scales and dimensions originally established by Schwaiger (2004) for corporate reputation. There are also the published ratings of nonprofits provided by watchdog organizations such as Charity Navigator and GuideStar.
Compared with business and nonprofit management, public management as a field has devoted less attention to developing a standardized measurement of reputation. Carpenter's (2010) seminal work mostly employed in-depth historical research and case studies to investigate the reputation of federal agencies. Others used content analysis of media coverage to track bureaucratic reputation (Gilad et al., 2013; Maor, 2011; Maor & Sulitzeanu-Kenan, 2015) . Picci (2011) suggested measuring government reputation by calculating a reputation index consisting of the aggregated assessment of citizens over time as a way to provide signals and incentives for better government performance, although such indexes have yet to be widely implemented. To date, only a few studies in the field have attempted to gauge bureaucratic reputation judgments at the level of individual citizens or audience members. Luoma-aho (2008) developed a measure based on semantic differentials by surveying the agency's multiple audiences. This attempt has enhanced the understanding of reputation at microlevels; however, the approach has some limitations. The method of semantic differentiation captures the emotional aspect of reputation, while this approach misses important attributes of bureaucratic reputation that involve both subjectivity and multiplicity (Carpenter, 2010) .
To address the need for a more comprehensive and standardized measure, we aimed to develop and test a multi-item scale of bureaucratic reputation, grounded in Carpenter's (2010) theory, that can be used with various types of public agencies and their audiences. The scale seeks to represent the key content domains of reputation identified by Carpenter (2010)-performance, morality, procedure, and technical ability-plus the general, a more affective aspect of reputation. We attempted to develop a scale that would be versatile and practical so that it can be used in various types of surveys or other studies to investigate bureaucratic reputation as perceived by citizens or other audiences. Of course, all survey measures have limitations related to the problem of self-reporting and the inherent common source bias that confound much of the analysis done with survey data. Still, survey research remains a fundamental tool of social research and benefits from the incorporation of standardized, validated measures of key theoretical concepts.
| SCALE DEVELOPMENT
With these aims in mind, we followed a scale development process that involved generating items, obtaining expert reviews to refine the items, and conducting a population survey of citizens to test and validate our scale.
To begin with, we generated an initial pool of agree-disagree items from a review of the reputation literature. The review process included several items from previous measurements of the reputation of for-profit and nonprofit organizations, including the studies discussed above by Fombrun et al. (2000) , Schwaiger (2004) , and Sarstedt and Schloderer (2010) . However, many of the items from these scales could not be used or even adapted because they focused on share prices, profits, investments, and other features not relevant to the public sector (Maor, 2016) . Thus, we devised many of our own agree-disagree items based on statements suggested in Carpenter's (2001 Carpenter's ( , 2010 work, specifically with respect to his discussions of performance, morality, procedure, and technical competence as core content domains of bureaucratic reputation. Additionally, we developed items from the writing of other scholars who have defined and measured bureaucratic reputation (Busuioc & Lodge, 2016; Luoma-aho, 2008; Maor, 2016; Picci, 2011) . We consulted with colleagues about our items, and statements that were ambiguous, double-barreled, or redundant were removed. By the end, we produced an initial pool of 46 items representing five content domains of bureaucratic reputation: performance, morality, procedure, and technical competence, and general reputation.
The next step was to have our initial item pool reviewed and refined by independent experts. The experts were scholars of public administration and political science who had published articles on bureaucratic reputation in peer-reviewed journals in many different countries around the world, which we hoped would support the broad applicability of our scale. In the end, we indentified and obtained feedback on our item pool from 12 experts, who were sent an online survey that presented our 46 items and asked for feedback and suggestions on each item. Specifically, in the body of the survey, the experts were first given conceptual descriptions of the five domains of bureaucratic reputation and asked to evaluate each of the 46 items as an "excellent," "good," "fair," or "poor" representation of its domain. We also asked the experts for any additional open-ended comments as well as specific suggestions for revising any of the items. Based on the results of the 12 experts' ratings and remarks, we removed items that the experts consistently rated less than "good," reducing the 46 items in our pool down to 30 items, with each dimension having 6 items. In addition, we used the open-ended comments from the experts to revise the wording of some of the remaining items. We also attempted to reframe some of the items so that each dimension had some negatively worded items as well as positively worded items.
We next conducted an online survey of citizens to gather data to evaluate the reliability and validity of the scale. As note earlier, the theory of bureaucratic reputation holds that reputation is composed of the views of multiple audiences, including elected officials, media, interest groups, and citizens (Carpenter & Krause, 2012) . Although our scale is tested only on a sample of citizens, this limitation can be justified to the extent that citizens are often seen as the ultimate principal in democratic government and by the importance of public opinion in the political process. Respondents came from an online research panel composed of adult volunteers recruited from across the United States and other countries; the panel (CivicPanel.org) is used for academic research and is housed at Rutgers University's School of Public Affairs and Administration (see https://spaa.newark.rutgers. edu/civicpanel). For purposes of this article, the survey invitations were sent to U.S. participants only. The data collection process started on April 14 and ended on May 8, 2017. A total of 7,819 panel members received an e-mail invitation, of which 1,183 opened the e-mail invitation. A total of 419 people responded after two contact attempts (representing a 15% contact rate and 35% cooperation rate). After removing observations having more than one missing value on the core items, the total respondents came to 348. Appendix A describes the respondents' characteristics, including gender, race, age, education, income, location, and political ideology. About two thirds were female, 84% were White, and 45% of the respondents were 55 or older.
The survey began by asking respondents to "indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with these statements about the [name of agency]." Here we randomly inserted the name of one of the following three federal agencies: The FDA, National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), and Internal Revenue Service (IRS). These agencies were selected because they represented agencies with high, medium, and low favorability ratings according to a Pew Research Center (2013) survey, one of the few publicly available surveys that gauge opinions about specific federal agencies (for more information, see http://pewrsr.ch/19XpU9k). The statements in our survey of citizens were the 30 items we had developed from our review of the literature and from the feedback of the 12 experts (as described above). We scrambled and then divided the 30 items into three blocks, without ordering or framing the items in any way to indicate their content domains. Thus, the order of items within blocks was randomized, and the order of the blocks was randomized, for each respondent. Respondents rated their level of agreement with the statements on a 5-point scale (from 1 = strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). In this way, we attempted to make sure that the content (wording) of the items and not the presentation of the items would determine their intercorrelations.
| FACTOR ANALYSIS AND RELIABILITY TEST
Analytically, we began with exploratory factor analysis of the 30 items using principal component factoring with orthogonal rotation, an approach that is well suited to scale development (Acock, 2012; DeVellis, 2003) . We used one random split-half sample (n = 163) to run exploratory factor analysis and reserved the remaining split-half sample for running confirmatory factor analysis (CFA; described later). Table 1 presents the results of the exploratory factor analysis, showing a three-factor solution and the item-factor loadings. The first factor is clearly dominant, with the most high-loading items and accounting for fully 34% of total variance in all items. We originally included both positively and negatively worded items in the 30-item pool in an attempt to help avoid acquiescence or agreement bias (DeVellis, 2003) but, unfortunately, the negatively worded items all loaded on a separate factor (Factor 2). Thus, although these results suggest perhaps that negative reputation is a different dimension from positive reputation, as trust and distrust are sometimes viewed as separate dimensions (McKnight, Choudbury, & Kacmar, 2002) , we focused on choosing items from Factor 1 to represent the core content of our scale.
As a robustness check, we also ran the same exploratory factor analysis using multiple split-half samples (DeVellis, 2003) . That is, we randomly divided our sample in half five times and then reran the exploratory factor analysis separately for each split-half sample (see Appendix B). This approach tests the robustness of the factor solution and highlights items that consistently loaded on the dominant factor; it was the first factor in all five split-half samples, which suggests they are fairly robust indicators of the latent construct.
Using the results of our exploratory factor analysis, including the split-half robustness checks, we selected items that had high factor loadings and that were relatively stable across split-half samples. We also chose items that were conceptually distinct from each other and that represented a balance of items across the five content domains of bureaucratic reputation. Thus, we used a combination of statistical criteria (from the factor analyses) and substantive judgment (based on the theory of bureaucratic reputation) in the selection of items for the final scale. The selected items are shown in bold in Table 1 . We ran a reliability analyses for both a 5-item short scale and a 10-item longer scale using Cronbach's alpha, which is defined as "the proportion of variance attributable to the true score of the latent variable" and is the most widely used and conservative reliability estimate (DeVellis, 2003, p. 31; see also Carmines & Zeller, 1979) . For the 5-item scale, alpha = .92, and for the 10-item scale, alpha = .96. Thus, both the short and long scales demonstrate a high degree of internal consistency.
To provide additional tests of reliability, we used the reserved split-half sample (n = 174) and generated model fit indices from CFA. Using CFA after exploratory factor analysis is a common approach to confirm the statistical reliability and validity of a scale (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) . Figure 1 shows the result of our 5-item scale. The fit statistics are chi-square = 8.33 (p=0.14), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.06, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.99, and standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) = 0.02, which all indicate an acceptable fit of the data to the unidimensional model. Also, all of the items significantly load on the latent variable, with standardized coefficients ranging from 0.81 to 0.88, which indicate fairly strong relationships. Figure 2 shows the CFA results of our 10-item scale. The fit statistics are chi-square = 134.73 (p < .01), RMSEA = 0.13, CFI = 0.94, and SRMR = 0.04. The CFI and SRMR indicate a very good fit of the data to the unidimensional model; however, the p-value of the chi-square is significant and the RMSEA is above the standard threshold. The significant chi-square result can be explained FIGURE 1 Confirmatory factor analysis for 5-item scale (standardized) in part by the increasing misfit that inevitably occurs when more items and thus parameters are added to a measurement model (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003) . The RMSEA value of 0.13 is just above the standard .10 cut-off for mediocre fit, but such thresholds are somewhat arbitrary, and other studies have used less stringent standards (Chen, Curran, Bollen, Kirby, & Paxton, 2008; Grimmelikhuijsen & Knies, 2017) . All 10 items had significant factor loadings, with standardized coefficient ranging from 0.7 to 0.89. Still, these results suggest that the overall fit of the 10-item scale is not as good as the 5-item scale.
| CONSTRUCT VALIDITY
Construct validity refers to how the established measure relates to other measures as theoretically expected (Carmines & Zeller, 1979) . To test construct validity, we focused on convergent validity and discriminant validity; the former emphasizes the relationship between the measure and theoretically related constructs, while the latter focuses on the absence of the relationship between the measure and theoretically more distant or unrelated constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; DeVellis, 2003) . We followed three distinct steps of construct validity suggested by Carmines and Zeller (1979) : specifying the theoretical relationship between the measure and concepts, examining these relationships empirically, and interpreting the evidence for construct validity. Thus, we examined the association of our 5-item and 10-item bureaucratic reputation scales (BRSs) with a set of criterion variables that, according to bureaucratic reputation theory, we would expect to be strongly associated: autonomy, budget, power, job performance, and favorability. Table 2 shows the bivariate correlations between our 5-item and 10-item BRSs and these criterion variables, which are discussed in more detail below.
Bureaucratic autonomy is theorized to be dependent on reputation (Carpenter, 2001; Maor, 2011; Roberts, 2006) . To measure autonomy, we assessed respondents' agreement with the statement: "The [name of agency] should be given more autonomy" (1 = strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). As Table 2 shows, both the 5-item and 10-item reputation scales are positively associated with support for increased autonomy. Reputation is also presumed to lead to suppor for budget increases, and indeed previous research has found a positive relationship between public opinion about agencies and support for more spending (Meier, 1992) . Thus, we asessed respondents' agreement with this statement: "The budget of the [name of agency] should be increased" (1 = strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). As Table 2 shows, both the 5-item and 10-item reputation scales are positively related to support for budget increases. Granting additional power to an agency is another theorized benefit of bureaucratic reputation, as Carpenter's (2010) history of the FDA suggests. We included two questions about the agency's power, which were originally used by Gallup. The first one is about the responsible power use of the agency: "Thinking about the powers the [name of agency] has been given to do its job, do you think [name of agency] generally uses powers responsibly (coded 1), or frequently abuses powers (coded 0)." The other question is about the amount of power possessed by the agency: "The [name of agency] had been given the right amount of power, more power than it needs, too little power." We dichotomized responses to this question to create a dummy variable (1 = too little power/right amount, 0 = more power than it needs). In accordance with theoretical expectations, results show that both the 5-item and 10-item BRSs are positively associated with the perceived responsible use of power and support for granting an agency more power. In addition to autonomy, budget, and power, we also examined favorability and job performance, which are based on standard survey questions used by the Pew Research Center and Gallup. Because reputation in part reflects overall attractiveness, like ability, and admiration of the organization (Fombrun, 2012; Waeraas & Byrkjeflot, 2012) , as discussed earlier, we would expect the 5-item and 10-item BRSs to be positively related to favorability. As mentioned, Pew results show varied favorability scores, with NASA as the highest, the FDA in the middle, and the IRS among the lowest. The Pew question about favorability asks: "Is your overall opinion of the [name of agency] (1 = strongly favorable, to 4 = strongly unfavorable). As Table 2 shows, both the 5-item and 10-item BRSs are positively correlated with favorability. Performance is a key domain of reputation, as discussed earlier, so it makes sense that our proposed scales should be related to Gallup's standard question about job performance of government agencies. Moreover, many empirical studies have found a relationship between performance and reputation, although these concepts clearly overlap, and the direction of causality remains ambiguous (Gilad et al., 2013; Krause & Douglas, 2005; Maor & SulitzeanuKenan, 2015) . The standard question used by Gallup is as follows: "How would you rate the job being done by [name of agency]?" (1 = poor, to 4 = excellent). As Table 2 shows, both the 5-item and 10-item BRSs are positively correlated with job performance.
In addition to correlating with theoretically important criterion variables, a valid measure should not reflect extraneous or spurious influences from theoretically distant or unrelated variables. This is the notion of discriminant validity, which we attempted to test with political ideology, age, and income. We chose these three variables because they are standard socioeconomic factors that can influence public opinion about government. With respect to political ideology, previous research has suggested that conservatives generally have a more negative view of government than liberals (Goodsell, 2014) . Indeed, we found a small negative correlation between political ideology (being more conservative) and our BRSs, although the correlation is weak and only marginally significant for just the 10-item scale. We also tested age because cohort and lifestage effects often play a role in attitudes toward government (Christensen & Laegreid, 2005) . Our results show that age is not significantly correlated with either the 5-item or 10-item BRSs. Lastly, we analyzed income because some studies have suggested that socioeconomic status and class differences shape attitudes toward government (Alford, 2001) . But as Table 2 shows, neither the 5-item scale nor the 10-item scale is significantly correlated with income. In sum, these results help confirm the discriminant validity of the reputation scales by showing their statistical independence from ideology, age, and income.
| AGENCY LEVELS AND PROFILES
As explained earlier, our survey of citizens used three federal agencies as the referents of the test items, the FDA, NASA, and IRS. Respondents were allocated one of these agencies randomly and answered all 30 statements with the randomly allocated agency in mind. Thus, using our 5-item scale, we can compare the mean reputation ratings among these three federal agencies, as shown in Figure 3 . NASA had the highest overall score (3.88), the FDA next highest (3.23), and the IRS the lowest (3.14). This rank parallels the favorability ratings of these agencies from the 2013 Pew survey, providing further evidence of the validity of our proposed scale. Figure 4 provides a visualization of the reputation profiles of the FDA, NASA and the IRS based on the 10-item reputation scale, which provides two items for each of the five content domains. Interestingly, the IRS has a lower general reputation (2.98) compared with the other four domains, meaning that people's general attitude toward the agency remains relatively negative. In contrast, NASA has a relatively higher general reputation rating (4.11), yet its procedural reputation score appears somewhat low (3.54). These results imply that each agency has a unique reputation profile that is not apparent when measuring overall reputation. For example, the IRS has a higher performance reputation than FDA, even though the FDA has a higher reputation score overall. We present these reputation profiles simply to illustrate the scale scores for each agency in more detail, but such profiles could be potentially of substantive interest in their own right in future research.
| DISCUSSION
To develop and test a standardized measurement of bureaucratic reputation, we followed a scale development process that involved the theory-based generation of a large item pool, expert review and refinement of items, and the factor analysis of a nationwide citizen survey to empirically identify a short 5-item and a longer 10-item unidimensional scales of bureaucratic reputation. Dimensional profile of reputation measure of the scale correlate strongly with support for agency autonomy, budget increases, and power, providing evidence of the theory-based construct validity of the scale. Both scales also correlated positively (as expected) with established polling questions that ask about the favorability and job performance of federal agencies. Additionally, we found that both the short and long scales are largely and statistically independent of political ideology, age, and income, providing evidence of discriminant validity. The final BRS, both the short and long versions along with the instructions and the agree-disagree response format, are presented in Appendix C for use by other researchers.
Although we tested and presented a 10-item version of the scale, we view the 5-item version of the scale as likely to be the most useful measurement for most researchers for several reasons. To begin with, the 5-item version of the scale is shorter and thus consumes less space in a survey instrument and imposes less burden on respondents. The fit of the 5-item scale was better than the 10-item scale in our CFA. Moreover, in our survey analysis, the short and long scales were nearly perfectly correlated (r = .98) and had nearly identical correlations with the theoretical criteria of autonomy, budget, and power. In addition, the short scale seems to have somewhat better discriminant validity in terms of its statistical independence from ideology, age, and income. Thus, for most research and analytical purposes, we would recommend the use of the 5-item scale. The 10-item scale, however, may be preferable in studies in which the reputation profiles of agencies along the five content domains of bureaucratic reputation are of interest, as we demonstrated in Figure 4 for the FDA, NASA, and IRS. In such analyses, having 2 items to represent each content domain of bureaucratic reputation would offer additional precision and reliability.
Bureaucratic reputation has emerged as a fundamental concept in public administration, with implications for bureaucratic power, resources, and politics, and thus having a standardized and validated scale to measure this key concept will, we hope, contribute to this important area of research. In this way, we believe our BRS will be useful to researchers who are interested in conducting surveys or survey experiments in which a standardized measure of bureaucratic reputation is needed. Importantly, we designed the scale so that it would be general and flexible enough in its wording to be used in studies of various agencies, including not only other U.S. federal agencies but state and local government agencies as well as agencies in other countries. Use of a standardized measurement like our BRS in surveys and other studies of bureaucratic reputation can help facilitate the comparison of results, the establishment of empirical consistencies, and in turn the development of theory across agencies, countries, and policy contexts.
There are several limitations, however, to our article and scale that must be noted. To begin with, our survey relied on a voluntary, nonprobability online sample of citizens that may not be fully representative of the general population. Although our sample was diverse and nationwide in scope, future studies would be needed to test the robustness and reliability of our proposed BRS using different samples of citizens. Another important limitation is that we developed our scale on a sample of citizens when, importantly, the theory of bureaucratic reputation references a wider variety of audiences. Because the wording of our scale was designed to be general, however, we believe it could be used with other populations (audiences) such as policy makers, public managers, advocates, journalists, or other stakeholders or observers of government agencies. Again, this is something for future studies to test. An additional limitation of our scale is that it may not work well in cases in which citizens have limited knowledge about or experiences with a government agency. We tested our scale with three relatively well-known U.S. federal agencies (FDA, NASA, and IRS), but, of course, the scale may not be as reliable or valid if used to assess the reputations of agencies of which the audience has limited understanding or awareness. However, we view this less as a limitation of our scale than a limitation of studying the phenomenon of bureaucratic reputation when public awareness and knowledge are limited. Another limitation is that, although fairly short by social science standards, even our 5-itme BRS may not be practical when reputation ratings are needed for many agencies. Finally, we should note as a limitation that our assessment of construct validity may be influenced by common source bias, particularly to the extent respondents have generally positive of negative feelings about a given agency that may underlie their responses to questions about reputation, budget, power, and autonomy. But still our scale also demonstrated discriminant validity (lack of correlation) with other survey variables and corresponded fairly closely to the findings from independent sources such as the Pew survey.
In conclusion, although our proposed BRS has limitations and should be tested further in different settings and with different audiences, our scale does reflect a careful development process informed by scholar-experts in the field and demonstrates good reliability, content validity (reflecting five key content domains), and both statistical convergent and discriminate validity. We believe this effort to develop and test a BRS provides this important area of scholarship in governance and public administration with a useful new tool for future research.
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